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were labeled as aforesaid so as o deceive and mislead the purchaser into the
belief that they consisted wholly of wintergreen oil or birch oil, whereas, in
truth and in fact, the articles did not so consist, but consisted in part of syn-
thetic methyl salicylate.
On August 30, 1920, the defendant entered a plea of guilty to the information,
and the court imposed a fine of $25 and costs.
2. D. BavrL, Acting Seccrctary of Agriculture.

8862. Adulteratiom and misbranding of birch ¢il and oil sassafras,
U. 8. * * * v Millard G. Teaster. Plea of guilty. Fine, $25 and
costs., (I". & D. No. 10124, I. S, Nos."13612-r, 13615-r.)

On July 22, 1919, the United States attorney for the Western District of
North Carolina, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in
the District Court of the United States for said district an information against
Millard G. Teaster, Elk Park, N. O, alleging shipment by said defendant, in
violation of the Food and Drugs Act, from the State of North Carolina into the
State of New York, on or about August 29, 1918, of a quantity of an article
purporting to be birch oil, and on or ahout September 7, 1918, of a quantity of
an article purporting to be oil sassafrax, which were adulterated and mis-
branded.

Analysis of a sample of the alleged Livch ¢il by the Bureau of Cheniisiry of
this departmelit showed that it contained synthetic methyl salicylate. The
alleged oil sassafras contained imitation oil of sassafras, made from waste
camphor oil. '

Adulteration of the articles was alleged in the information for the reason
that a substance, to wit, synthetic methyl salicylate, or a substance prepared
from waste camphor oil, as the case might be, had been mixed and packed
therewith so as to lower and reduce and injuriously affect their quality and
strength, and had beea substituted in whole ¢r in part for oil of birch or oil
of sassafras, as the case might be, which the articles purported to be. Adul-
teration was alleged for the further reason that the articles were sold under
and by names vrecognized in the United States Pharmacopeeia, and differed
from the standard of strength, quality, and purity for each, as determined by
tests laid down in said Pharmacopeeia, official at the time of the investigation,
in that the alleged oil of birch consisted in part of synthetic methyl salieylate
derived from a source other than the bark of sweet birch, and the alleged oil of
sassafras consisted in part of waste camphor oil, whereas the said Pharmaco-
peeia provided that oil of birch should consist exclusively of an oil derived from
the bark of the sweet birch and that oil of sassafras should be obtained ex-
clusively from Sassafras variifolinm, and the standard of strength, quality,
and purity of the articles was not declared on the containers thereof.

Misbranding of the articles was alleged for the reason that the statements,
“Birch Oil 7 and “ Oil Sassafras,” borne on the cans containing the articles,
regarding them and the ingredients and substances contained therein, were false
and misleading in that they represented that the articles were birch oil or oil
sassafras, as the case might be, aud for the further reason that they were
labeled as aforesaid so as to deceive and mislead the purchaser into the belief
that they were birch oil or oil sussafras, as the case might be, whereas, in truth
and in fact, the articles were not birch oil or oil sassafras, but the alleged
birch oil was a mixture composed in part of synthetic methyl salicylate, and the
alleged oil sassafras consisted in part of waste campbor oil. Misbranding was
alleged for the further reason that the articles were mixtures composed in part
of synthetic methyl salicylate or waste camphor oil, as the case might be, and
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were prepared in imitation of, and were offered for sale and sold under the
distinctive names of, other articles, to wit, birch oil and oil sassafras.
On August 30, 1920, the defendant entered a plea ot guilty to the infornation,
and the court imposed a fine of $25 and costs.
E. D. Bary, Acting Sccretary of Agriculture,

8563, Adulteration of millkk, U. 8. * * * v, Joseph H. Niebur. Plea of
nole contendere. Fine, $75 and costs. (F. & D. No. 10301. I. 8. No.
10414-p.»

On October 9, 1919, the Grand Jurors of the United States within and for the
Iastern District of Missouri, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, upon presentment by the United States attorney for said district,
returned in the District Court of the United Statés for the district aforesaid
an indictment against Joseph H. Nicbur, Breese, I, charging shipment by said
defendant, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on September 28, 1917, from
the State of Illinois into the State of Missouri, of a quantity of milk which was
adulterated. The article was labeled in part, “* * * TFrom Jos. H. Niebur,
Station Breese, Ills.”

Analysis of a sawmple of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this de-
pariment showed that the product was very dirty.

Adulteration of the article was charged in the indictment for the reason that
it consisted in part of a filthy animal substance. ’

On October 28, 1920, the defendant entered a plea of nolo contendere to the
indictment, and the court imposed a fine of $75 and costs.

L. D. BALL, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

88¢4. Adulteration of millk. U. §, * * * v, John H. Schulte. Plea eof
neolo comntendere. Fine, $75 and costx. (F, & D. No. 10302. I. 8. No.
10405-p.)

On October 9, 1919, the Grand Jurors of the Uniled States within and for
the Eastern District of Missouri, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, upon presentment by the United States attorney for said district,
returned in the District Court of the United States for the district aforesaid
an indictment against John H. Schulte, Breese, I, charging shipment by said
defendant, in violation of the Food and Drugs Act, on September 28, 1917, from
the State of Illinois into the Siate of Missouri, of a quantity of milk which
was adulterated. The articlie was Iabeled in part: (Tag) “* * * Trom J. H.
Schulte, Breese, Iil., R. R. 2, Box 77.”

Analysis of a sample of the article by the Bureau of Chemistry of this
department showed that it was very dirty.

Adulteration of the article was charged in the indicilment for the reason that
it consisted in part of a filthy aunimal substance.

On October 20, 1920, the defendant entered a plea of nolo coutendere to the
indictment, and {he court imposed a fine of $75 and costs.

E. D. Barrn, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

8863. Adulteration of millkk, VY. 8. * * * v, Louden & Co.,, a Corpora-
tion. Plea of molo contendere. Fine, $73 and ecosts, (. & D. No.
10336. I, 8. No. 9379-p.)

On October 9, 1919, the Grand Jurors of the United States within and for
the Bastern District of Missouri, acting upon a report by the Secrelary of Agri-
culture, upon presentmenrt by the United States attorney for said district,
returned in the District Court of the United States for the district aforesaid an
indictment against Louden & (Co., a corporation, Louden Station, Ill., charging



